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This paper discusses a nueber of studies underta
for Socidl Research (Ann ‘Artor, "Michigan) which
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indicate that the impact of encounter tends tc prcduce a satisfied
clientele. Despite this, government agencies suffer frcm-podr image,
being described as cold, inefficient,. slow and impersonal. Since this
seens contradictory, data“fros a- national sample survey of 1, 431
adult Americans by the Survey Research Center in 1973 are presented.
The subjects were' questioned on the specifics cf their contacts with ° .°
one of seven government ‘Service bureaucracies, as well as or the
question of support for the political. system. The analysis technigques
involved the examination of pivariate relaticnshipss In general, :

., cliepts indjcated fairly low levels of support for government
agencies, particularly when compared to private ccapanies. Clients
whao received assistance from goyernment agencies were rot more
-supportive of the government than were non-clients. Generally

. speaking, if the client's txpeérience with the agefcy was negative it
tended to give him an upfavorable, view of all government agenctes.- -
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N . IMPACT OF THE BUREAUCRATIC ENCOUVTER ON.THE CLIENT: - .
L) . -t [} v /
. Tl ' SOME EXPECTED AND UNEXPECTED CONSEQUEVCES .
Ll - . 1 ’ -
:X’.. L ' ‘e * i i ' \ )
Barbara A. Gutek ' .
. ’ o, /. - ‘ )
- % * .‘\ .: : ‘ « " .
. One common, approach’ to the evaluatlon of government serv1ces tscto. ’ .

examine the reactions of the client (Tr1pod&, Fellln.and Epstein' 1971): The

A} -~
N

scope of such evaluatlon research is - often 11m1ted to the 1mmed1ate impact of * -

- e, -~ o~
. » v

the encounter on the cllent and the focus of the study is generally on agency

-~ N

“ effectsiveness. The client's evaluation of aspects of the agency 1s of maJor L
- R
importahce. The relevant varlablés are the, various facets which comprise the
. L . * ¢ »

-
L

ce . S AT ) . . ‘ . .
satisfastion level of the cliént. Did clients receive the'service for yhich they
» ' ) ".. . . N - . ; 4 . s :
” applieg? - Was the agency efficient? Was the agency representative courteous and -
) * . / Lt . e o ‘
o interested? ~ Did the cl¥ent have .to wait long? Was there ample parkingﬂspace or
o, ¢ \ \ \‘ . o ' ' . i
adequate public'transportation to.the agency office? If the client is sat1sf1ed -

. with thesewand $imilar aspects of the service, the organlzatlon is dons1dered to

be functioning effecdﬁvely. v, . - 4 : A

v
[ . - ) .

” L) . -
o Z Qne such study,using the reactions of clients as feedback on the

. T - ‘o .
effectiveness of organizational functioning was recently _completed at the Insti- .

~.tuta for Social Research (Moch l975) A study of Social Securlty clients en- -

N

)

‘

compassed two. d;fferent populations, a personal contact group and telephone con-

Y -
. e
- tact sample. The major dependent var1ables Were sat1sfaction  with treatment and

~ . v
b4 .

. satisfaction with oytcome. in the study of 116 clients who had personally-contacted

o . AR » . . . . ‘
» +Social Security offices,-JZ percent of respondents said they were satisfied with the .

~

outc0me “of their last visit to the agiéfy and a full 93 percént (including 46 percent

- »
" -~ = e .

A who wene very satisfled) said !hey were satisfied with the way they were treated . ..
“ during,their'la§t visit. . PR I : . LI o L.
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Almost half of the respondents had contacted Eocial Security by phone or in

kY v

)

“

, mriting pfior to the interview. Elghty seven pcrcent of thosé w1th prlor contacts

. 0 ., -
.

. were satisfied with the way they bad.been treated during these contacts, and 80 per- p
C- ' = : - : ;o s
cent were-satrsf}ed with thg ‘outcome of_thése mall or phone-contacts. N ’
o '. ‘ , . , . (S
..p - ' ¢, "_. . L . o .
- Besidés examining face-to-face contacts, the study examined phone, con-
. tacts with thOS€\§OC1al Security offlces-whlch have a teleservice center Gen- | ’
~erally located” in metropolitan areas, the teleservice centers hqnd%e‘all ncom-
ing calls from a larée region. - A client is thushunabiento-reach his loca’ rep-
N - . \_ * : .— ¢ o . [
' resentative, but instead talks to a teleservice representative who answers the
. b . - . * . - ..

majority of questions that thelclient may ask. A similar lével of satisfaction
: . R A

S L .
was foupd for the 131 teleservice cemnter contacts--25 percent weYe very satisfied. |

.

w@th the outcome of ‘their most recent call and another 42 percent were satisfied, o

_A__\ LY . - [ ] o

. leaving 27 percent who ‘were not sat1sf1ed,w1th the outcome of their encounters . '
= Lo J

with the teleservice centen, as compared to' 26 percent in ‘the personal coﬁtact.

4 .

o o . o .
sample. ‘Ninety-one percent, compared to 93 percent in the‘personal coptact survey,

were satisfied with the treatment they receivpd. .This sfudy.of social secdrity,
e ¢ . . e . .

3 .®

recipients indicates a relatiyely satisfied clientele, suggestlng that the agency .
. o " .- >

. . . ,»\. .

r .., B ‘ . . . o

. s el : s Fe
is fhnctlonlng in a satisfactory manner. . ( . . \ i .

. é 1 .. 4 .
One interesting flnding of the~study 1s the fact thatys%;ehts areé even PO

KM " [ 3
DR . - - 7 .

" more satisfied with the, treatment they recelve at the agency t n they are w1th )

> 65 ., ,

b4

@l

st .
the outcome of the contact. This‘result contradicts Lhe— .
' oy ' iy P
- N N « % . s
cérned, impersonal, cold bureaucrat. The overall high, level" of sat1sfact166; *
) . - . o, e e
w1th 0utcome, although lower than satisfaction w1th treatment seems to contrax .
w . » .y - ' @ e ¢ \' " » 7
‘dict the stereotype of the slowk)unresponsive.hureaucracy. o . . ]
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" Two recent studies ébnducted at the Institute.for SocialcResea(ch*

’

.
[ - .

(Campbell Convérse and Rodgers, 1976 Withey, and Andrews, 1n press), howeéver, ' :

. . Q- T4

'suggest.that,negatiye stereoLypesﬁof government still exist. Other studies at . R
. . 1
. - ° ’ v * .

. . [ ‘e - S
the Institute by Arthur MiIler and his colieagues (1972,. 1973) documen_t.declin~ .

~ ~ .

" ing levels of political efficacy and interpersonal trust.:® ‘ And. certainly “the N .
[y I . bl * ) ’

'

. news media in this post-Watergate éra express few Sentimenté which are favorable

-~ < .
.

» —
to government bureaucracy: ) .

. . N N * . i
» .
These data suggest_ the possible.existence of contradictory sets of

-
N ® . .
[ ~ . . M .
>

findings, namely high levels of satisfaction with specific encounters with govern-

: . . - ‘ ] - - N ) ! - o
ment bur§aucracy and low ratings of government bureaucracy in general.’ o,
- - & ;o .
o e = . .. Coe

Two 'sepavate lines.of study reveal these contradictions. Studies which-

7w

. - -
" - )

assess client‘satisfaction with agency contdct are frequently concerned with or- . S
, ~ .

F] - IS .

. _ganizational functioning while studies which agsess puplic sentiment toward . )

* R . \

government bureaucracy are frequently concerned w1th political system fungtioning, , °

. St ’1&§.
‘are rarely limited to; or, specify, cl}ent groups, and are not conducted w1th1n an, i 1

[ -
- \ . .
!

. ‘>,~ . r

-ﬁsrganizational setting. - .
. < . . < ¢ N
., - _Studies which address both of'these questions--level of satisfaction
. c‘ o 5 . - " . J . . . . - . . .’7 -
b with own'experience with government bureaucracy and level\o¥ satisfaction with S

goﬁernment'bureaucracy‘in\gene;al——are rare. There are, However, a number of,‘ .' ; .‘:

) S - H ’ y N .

N interesting questions which might be pursued relating evaluation\of'bwn,experi; ot x

- . ) - . . A N S . v

) :ence_witp pubiic ﬁureaucracy:to evaluation of public bureaucracy in.generai. ST ’

-‘o » What effect doed hsing a‘governnent servicewagency have on one's attitude toward@. )
. .. . ) ', .. .8 N —

ac¢government bureaucracy? If a satisfied.client is one consequence of many
A 2} : q

. .
> * ‘. ~ . . ' [ .
. >
- .
A

bureaucratic encounters,‘should'one expect that a favdrable attjtudé toward ., r .
- \ ‘ | e ~ x . s . *

e . o . # . . . - . P .
‘e . government bureaucracy is another cofisequence? Can negative stereotypes of ¢ :

' .
1 . - -

« . . ‘ o code
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government bureaucracy be broken down by trying to increase satisfaction level

> .

. ‘ \

This paper reports sonie results from a national sample survey of people s

T " . .
7
reactlons to government in'goheral and to specxfic el unters w1th a variety of

" ~L.

a £ S A

- .

- .

« . government aghngies KKafé Gutek Kahn(and Barton 1975) Mofe speciﬁically; ‘.
) attention 1s'directed to‘arduthree qu cdonsa‘- T ) .
. -3 . o .. ’_‘ o» ‘4 ) ‘ " ' -
R "V 1) Do-clients report high levels of satisfaction with a variety N oo
4 AN . .

"\ ._ . ~ . N . .
P : ’ Jof aspects of serv1ce frbm different government agencies? *
B, T “ .\.'_ - -

‘ o 2) Do the attitudes of adult Americans genqrally reflect negatiwe T
"‘. . * ) . . N - o . . ’ ’ ¢ . M

. R .. stereotypes of gdvernment service bureaucracies7 . ' .
I s:’ " .y , - ’ - e ) . ‘: 2 ] ! i

. y 3).- What'is the relationship between level of satisfaction.with own °

3 . - . .. S . . R . . « .w ) . , . . .
. SR experience with government bureaucracy and level of satisfactiom g

. e s .“n ) v . . ) ¢ ¢ I . 4 v . . I

. f: r with gqvernment bureaucracy'in general, and how can that relation- ,

N et ‘;-‘,shipk(or its absencez beé explained? ’ S * : < '

. , , ;7 . ~ ) . IS - . : .’ . , ‘ 7.“ i \\ ‘ f‘ y -

- wee B * . et ’ L °
, ‘ N - o 'L .o ¢ )
BN N . . . - . - .

s . DI . o ’ ‘ . * w :

. . ; Y ool e W' - .-

+ +  JHE § DY AERRARHEEEIE Y : T . N

. , -~ 0 . - ’ . . . . r3 . . . M
DA * Data come from ainational samﬁle of 1431.adult Americans (age 18 or t,
.0 .o Cn . . ’
. : over) 11v1ng 1n households 1n coterminous United ;tates. . Person&l interviews of
» N o I , - N °. LS 8

. appr6x1mately,one hour in length‘Were aduiniete”ed Ln“the’respondent s ﬁome by

s‘:ﬂ . . '

In general ' the -

.
. P

»

a member of the Survey Research Center s 1nterv1ew1ng staff
a--?/ »

‘2 ‘. “ aa . \,‘

sample cgnpares fayorably withidata collected in the 1970 census, with the single

"
¢

Males account for about 47 percent of - the popnlation nationally,

«

. - -

-

s ae s

qexception of sex.

‘o

N

.

v

‘ - v

s

:'~f‘ but’ for.bnly 43,percent of ‘the preseat sample.:
%‘ . ) . ! < . 0‘"”“‘" s ° o « ’
) . R - )
’ " Th inLerview scﬁedule cont&ined.questidns about people q contacts with
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. .seven government service agencies.: The service areas’ ere.employment service, job e
’

. -
L] ’ ’ .

- r -
) .tra1n1ng, worker's compensatlon, unemployment compensaiion, pub]ic assistance;,
.. . R Y o e "

.

‘hospital/medicalAcare, and retiremeut,benefits. Questions were asked about sev-
) . 4 o . »
¢ ‘. - »d= .
: erél types of problems that respondents experienced their utilization of relevant

L i .

-~ o - -

v government agencies and their. satisfaction with the serv1ce-seek1ng experience In

-~ Go——— . ]
v addition t¢ questions about the particular encounters, a npmber of more general . lL'§
. T e - — e . . -
4 questions.were asked about the:respondents' attitudes toward government agencies,

. - . .
. ‘- . A

o their. level of interpersonal trust, ‘confidence in national leadership, and other’

. ’ . '

related issues. - * o, T o S, . .
i - " ’ ~ . PN .

. . ®

R

) - . . » > ’ . . . I
' ~ RESULTS" . ,}ﬁﬂ% . . PR S \
o, * 7 It-was suggested above -that 1) clfents~of.gpvernmene—service bureausr .

. . 2 o, ’ . ) .
. : ¢racies report relatively high levels of satisfaction wifth their encounters ‘with

. 13

N those “agencies, and 2) Americans as a whole have relativély unfavorable attitudes:

. . N .
toward government bureaucracy in general. Data-from‘the 3973 buréaucratic en- .

T o’ ’ . . . *
~ ’ . B . -, N

courters study support both of these asseftions. It should be_-noted that the . , Lt
i [ ] ) - ' ¢ . v - A . " s '
. ¢ . ? o ' . -~

data are retrospective, that is, respon&ents were asked aHout their past exper—

. .

iences with Seven government service agenc1es. “While the maggrity of plients
M . s . * A A _.4‘ .

. ';‘reported experiences within the Iast. five years, some contactsnwege reported

. - L a
T *r - - B ©

which 'had oc¢urred 30 years or more in the past. Since fhe encounters occurred .

.
. . A

‘a

.

" 2 in'the past, it is#unrealistic to expect that clients will be_ able to make clear .

> I 1Y ’.e ’ ‘-, . . ° 4
. differentiations among aspects of the encounter (e 8 fairness of treatment .- .
- satisfaction with outhme, effprt expended by agency representative) as would be
< . 'v . ) ’ i - P ‘\9 -
' the case if ohe client were interviewed 1mmediately after an encounter with an _ >
.-_\...,l\i . - -\ - . ‘ " v’ g
et 4
. ., agency. The data support the contention that clients are R able to make. tlear - .
%%; ¢.~ ’ - . . .‘ ) ., <+
T «distinctions-‘among aspects of the encounter. Table 1 shows thatothe correlatinns
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Table 1 about here *-:

1
. N -

: N A
N .

among properties of the episode are relatively High. The strongest cdrrelations -

- . 2 .

v i

&rg between satisfaction and the-other variables. One explanation for the high

‘ ~

v - . . * -
correlations is the possibility that aspects of the encounter are.highly correlated.

. 2
b 0

Another explanation is that, in-the case of retrospective:data, cliengs are . not
.

able to Biffegentihte aspects of the encounter.! Rather, they have a global impres-

.

sion vf the episode which is best expressed by their level of satisfaction. In
. - * E
eithqr'chse, the strong relationships among the various measures of satisfaction |
B P 1)
0. . . ? . .~ .

make them-somewhat substitutable for each other. - -

. . - . . . .

." /' e ; . ) . .:
Satisfaction with Specific Experience$ p ‘ '

&/ .
v

' Table 2 shows satisfaction ratés for tﬁé seven service areas. In gen-

-~
. -

. eral, clients show relatively high levels of satisfaction. There are,,hoyever,

!
B § J »
substantial differences among agencies. Retiremeht agencies showed the’ highest

*

: . ) T . 4 .
levels of satisfaction. The lowest leVels of satisfaction were expressed by
.. . A '
Lt ) X ¢ Z * . .
recipients of publicMassistance and hospital and medical care agencies. Compared

v . -

to récipiengs of retirement bgneffts, about 30 percent fewer recipients of these
. e “ , v ~ ”: . .

) . -, ‘ o .
\Ewo agencies reported satisfactory encomnters. Overall, 13'percent of respondents
N o . 2 » .

. = . - - - * ‘ - - ]
were very dissatisfied with their contacts with governmefit service agencies\

. L | & . —
: . -
- - *
. ° . . \ o
+ - . ° ‘s A — - - e . .
. ] e . . N

L fabies 2 & 3 about here - .

. : . ~ »
*- Table 3 reports perceived fairness of treatment of clients of the same

-

- .

" seven service agenciés. Bureaucracies in which decisions are made according to

. . [ T =

. ‘ : ‘. : Ltz Yt e e s
_rules and regulations_show a*fairness of tf{eatment across cliéats. All ind1v1duals_
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are _processed according to the rules of. the organization rather than By decisiouns
. fl ¢ ’ . . ’ | ) M , '
of individual organizationdl members, thereby eliminating the effects of individual -

gias‘and prejudice (Gerth and Mills, 1946). About 80 percent sf respondents felt

- [ - -7

.A - - [Y
that they were, .in fact, treated fairly by government service agencies, although

r'd . .
once*agaiq there is substantial variation by type of problem. Social security, : ‘
f . ° | ] . ~ . - ¢
. . . . o i
v e & . . PR p .0 . hd N; - -
worker's compensation and job training programd Are perceived as being most fair .
. . ” ‘. : . )
viin their treatment of clients. ' N ‘ e i o !
- . ‘ 5 A /' . '

Togetheé,.Tables 2 and 3 suggest that individuals ag qu}te satisfied ..

-w;th their treatment by government service agencies,; and tHese data dgree with '
T : N s ' .
the results of Moch's (1975) studyl of Social Security claimants. '

. N -

~r

L B '
. . .~

Satisfaction with Public, Bureaucracy in General - ’

»

4 . The second assertion made earlier was that ratings of %overnmeqt bureau*
» .4

cracies in the -abstract areg generally low, and that they reflect the prevailing .

* i 3 . . . " ] ’ ~ :
stereotype of government as inefficient, inconsiderate, slow, and unconcerned
3, 3

- <
»

" about people. Table 4 shows the ratings given gové;nmenp offices in the abgtract.
> - > & i )

The questions were worded in  the folléwipg format: '"We want to know how ggod oF

. N : s B .‘ : . ) B 4

bad you think government offices are on the ﬁo}lowingg;hings .« « « . First let's

R R ) .

«take prompt service. How good, éx;&gw_bad do you think most governmeént offices<

g

i

4

are fn giving frompt serv;?p?"',Besides prb?pthéss,of service, respondents were .
teristice—of government offices: really
\ .

. also, asked about the folldwing charac
taking care of the problem, giving Zonsidefh;e treatment to-people,_giviﬁg fair )

freatment, avoiding mistakes,’and correcting mistakes.’ Some 10 percent of' the

4

respondents .gave government offices hiéh marks on prompt service and 18 percent

1ow.ratings, withsthe great majority falLiné igﬁtﬂe middle categories. InWpeally ’ .

- - \ s, -
. . [ - .
. . .4 q '
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taking care of the problem, the distribution of responses was’' similar, with
10 percent very favforable and'16 percent very critical. But in’ évaluating ‘the ’
W " [ —_ . Y . . . .

consideration shdwn by agencies and regpect to fair treatment, respondeﬁQﬁ were
- - :

slightly more positive than negative. There was a“slight difference with. more

. . . . - .

favorable than unfavorable responses ot bei careful to avoid errors, and a

similar but slight significan{vgifférentiai on correcting errors. .

. ! ‘ L ) ‘ ‘
_'In summary, government officey got very ggod mq;ks from between 10 per- .

N » "

cent and 19 percent of ?espondents,'with the majority of respondeiits falling
: . . LT o an
into the middle three categories. The two most negative categories never total-

more than 18 percent of the peeple. Perhaps a fair summary of pqople‘s views of

government ‘service offices is that agencies are mediocre in‘their treathent of -
. - N .
. R . » - T

. ’ \ * s N . ‘.\0 “ Wt ' .
clients. R . .

P - - %y 0y & . «? . v *
’ .

4 1

) Tables % & 5 about here ey .
. , o ' ot Q"'B e . ©

-~

Table 5 fecords responses to the same six aspec%s of treatment, but this

’

> ¢ s ’ . . 3 3 3 .
time goJernment offices are compared with business organizations. In response

.8 . . u ‘ ) N '
to the question, "How do you think most government offices compare with*most busi-

.« w»
., e

v . ' ' /

response for all except fairness of treatment was that business fares better.

~ -~

. “i= . - - . .
When governmeént organizations are compared to businesses on a number of aspects
) . ) . o

of treatment, government,pffices’sgore a distant segond. The ‘area in which govern-
. - .'S’."" ' . . M .
. . . . [ [
ment bureaucracjies fare worst is in giving prompt service. A fgll 54‘percent of.

resbondents consideg‘buéiness better. giving ﬁrdmpyﬂégrvice in ¢omparison to i

. - ) -~ -~
7 percent who think government bureaucracies give prompter serviée. Taken together,
- . . .

-~ ’

»* .
N ’ ) /

- -
T

. .
AN ! 4 . < . ‘ . .
B . .

[ . — -

. > ‘ - . 3 T . A . !
Qggydquanizations, I mean private enterprise, on these same points?", the modal -
\ .

4
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Tables 4 and 5 show that in general Americans rate government offlces id a way

.- L s ~, . . - -

which is gemerally consistent w1th‘negat1ve stereotypes of bureaucracylnnamely,

» . e ’ P - €, .
buteaucrqcies are ponderous, ‘intonsiderate, slow in correcting mistakes, and in-
- , , o ’ . , 25
adequate in really taking eare of problems. T . .o .
4 “a - 7 4 . 4 v .

. . ~ . . , . 1

Relationship betweenlSEecific Evaluation atd General Evaluation

- .
o -
. - N

. - ,. T . - M . .
Thus far, datg have been presented in support of the contentions that .
. ~ . o .
£ o Y : o . . . . A
a)*people rate their own tontacts®with government service bureaucracies in a
. > . [N .

- .

v

. [ 3 I o .
favorable manner while b) holding negative stereotypes about government bureau-
T \ ’ ¥ . : X N, o e '

. CN . [ : o Y e o NS
cracy. Several explanations for this paradox are reasqriablé- One possibility
. ' . - o’ . v
'(./ o * - . . v . . .
is that individuals who hold the siost negative steieotypes are those who have

R P2 . A4 .

not had contact with government-bureaucracies. Forty-two percent of theﬂ1973
- * ' ¥ . v

. . —_— ) i . ) .
bureaucratic encountexs sample did,not have contact with any of the sevan service
.5 . : ! \
‘agencies under study. Perhaps these individuals hold more negative attitudes
P . - . . 1 *
3 y N v ' N E Y E . M
*about bureaucracy than those who hav® utilized.services and it is, therefore,

t - . » \

these ron-users who are responsible for the contjnuation of'the negative stereo-
v - ‘ . [ * .

. ot - . L ~ . -
JtypesT . - . .. X . .
D g - .. P " ) o
N - . . "
i ) YR . - P
,» . . Y . = :\é’; N . S . . \ . . )
' s < .'Tabl®s 6 & 7 about here - g -
. A .. . O N R R ‘e
AN v - : - \’ Tq
. . R viet . . "‘4 - P « . . ~ 1

- " To test thls, one ¢an compare columns 5 and 7 of Table 6 show1ng the ,
: ‘ .

@

ratings on considerate treatment of government offices dn‘generol (taken from

2
.

TaBle 4) for those respondents who had contact with one or more of the seven ser-
[y . - ‘
. 1Y
viceiagencies and the total sample. What is most imbressivé about the tio c01Umns
o TN -

[ » -

is their remarkable 51m11ar1ty to ‘each other. Those respondents who use*government

4
.

séryices rate governme‘i bureaucracies very much the same as the total sample. ' In
N - N aAe .

N .

L]
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" fact, a comparison 6f columns 5 and 6 shows that those with 10 "experience with
3 1p! ! p S .

government agenC1es are sligh‘ly more favorablc than those.thh Personal exper\

( . A ad ’ * ! )
' ience in their rating of cons1derate trcatment by goveknment, agencie$ in general

.
. v -

) Tablé 7 presents similar data for ratings of promptness ‘of service. LikewiSQ,‘

e . . S e -
B N

~
. ]

{
. rather than disc0u2§ uncompl:mentary stereotypes, those with experienée are

' - .
Y-+ glightly more negative, and thus fore supportive of the stereotype, than'dre ;

. » . - . ¢ —

~

‘>hose responderits with no experience (column 6) with the seven government services.
} A Bgov! ..
v '

Y] « . B D A
<« o . —

- . Tables 8 and |9 present further-evidence that using a govetnment agency

- -

»

does nothing to upgrade the cIientfs image of government'bureaucracy.. The de-

'S - » . S - .
'pendent variable in Table 8 is an 1ndex constructed from the six aspects of .

-

'treatment.shown in Table 4 (coefficient alpha = 90T Theé independent variables

-
’ ) N - -

are problem area arnd use/non-yse of the seven government services. According to

. LY -

. the guestionnafré‘schedule, respondents first 1nd1cated whether they had a ptoblem

in a particular area, e.g., finding a job, and then igdicated whether they had . N

3

.
i d =

sought help from a govergment agency. Both Tables 8 and 9 look only at those in- -

. Hividﬁjfzﬁwh admit;ed hav1ng a problem in a service area and compare the fan;: .,

_— — - ‘0

- v

o
ableness*of attitudes toward government bureaucfacies for users of the sérvice

. . h— . 1
with nen-users. An examination of the.first row of each table,'which contains-
- . % . . -
: . . ) ;7- ’ e - - ‘ L] ' '
respondénts who are most negative in their attitudes toward governfment bureau~

<
. . - 0: .

. cracy, shows that in general the users of the service are—more likfly to shbw ]
\/ A .
negative attitudes than non-users who expressed a need" win the area. A‘snnsprcu—

'

e -
e ous’ exception ih botb tables are the recipients of social security. In the case

s -
. - o .
- - Y

- * of sbcial security, both clients and non-clients‘arehggite favorabie in their

- . . ) - >
4 ’6 o‘ » - 3
attitudes toward .government bureaucracy, with the clients being'slightly more
» ) - ‘- LY N - " . ‘r .“ .
" - . - . - . - B
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positive?&?3While Table 8 has as its dependent variable an index of general at> & y?webgf
. . T

F .. P2 i

L]
titudes toward governmént bureaucracy, Table 9 has an index of items comparing

[

14 ° . \/ . : N - < . . . )
' : ) - Tables 8 & 9 about here ) .

. N . . , .

(%3 - :
N ’ ‘ . ?

government organizations with business organizatiens. The itBms come from

. .
B . - . N . 3 P - C .

Table 5 (coefficient alpha = .82), and the results are similar to those reported
. ' ‘ - !

-in Table, 8. ‘HoweVer, the difference in-attitude between clients and needy non- =

N “

[ . . P

‘clients is more pronounced at the positive end of the scale for employment ser-
. W ‘ S .

vice, job training, worker's compensation, and unemployment compgnsation., The

: ="‘: "-. < . ~ " . p . ;s . ; .
non-usets were more likely' than' the users to rate government over business in,
‘e ' ‘ . ' . - .
. 3 . . N
treatment of clients in these four service areas. - . Y-
’ ) ’ -
L4

The evidence in Tables 6 through 9 suggests that the negative responses
> - ‘ 2

-~

o N .
. - ~ . PN . -

which peéple give to evaluation 6{ government bureaucracy were not made by those.
. T , A . -
individulils who are not cliegps of one or more government agencies. The same

PR 4 LAY

clients offgovernment agenciesﬁwho-exbress fairly high levéig of satlsfaction

- —

.

with their own encounters with government bureaucracy also express fairly nega-

- . . B E
. RS
. . - R

- Lo N }, ” - ...
g tive attitudeé toward government"bureaucracy in the’abstract. And those indi=~

~viduals who do not become slients of government organizatioiis -are somewhat less

. . < N $

1ikely to accept stereotypes of government nganlzations. The literature on
s Rs‘ . © —~
- stereotypes suggésts that close contaet should reduce stergotypes (Deutsch and
CgIlrns, 1951), unless, of course, thosegcontacts reinforce the stereotype. How-

P to s
. . . . . s,
- . . hd . % < -
4 o N ° a5 & -
. v e ’i-:s,. ¢

4 ‘ ) R ~ i . - ’ Y [ %

N ’

~

lA consistent finding of the hhreaucratic encounters study is the fact that older
people report’higher levels of satisfaction with their own experience as well as
more positive attitudes toward government bureaucracies., (Katz et al, 1975) The
o fayorable response to Social_ Security is, in part, attrlbutable‘to-the age of the
Co clients but 1is also a function of the agenoy characteristlcs. + (Gutek, 1975)
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- ever, as reported above, clients respond

. - L3
positively to their own encounters with

)

.

¢

.

R . e CoN
©  goVernment agencies. Can clients respond positively to the encounter. and still

. ¢ - I ' - - E o BEEER
feel that aspects of the encounter confirm negative stereotypes? A closer ldok

3 , C . -
at responses of clients is warrented.
. « . Al S N

. .

* Tables 6 and 7 contain ‘information about the,relationship between

< °
-

e ’ . . .
aspects of client's evaluation of, his own experience ahd ratings of government
; : . f'} . ‘ .

S
\ P ¢ ~

. agencies in general. 'Table_6 stows that, compared with clientsg who'saiq the °

agéncy representative.expenqed no_effort (x = 2.8), those clients who felt the

» .
. A - %

agency representative expended more effort than was necessary were more likely

to rate government organizations in general high in considerate treatment. (x
. & - - 1Y ‘e
- ¢ .

4.24), There is, thep,_some relationship between evaluation of own experienqg :

[ ' D

u

and general ratings. A closer look at the Table-éuggests;"however, that-.the

1 hd . ?

. ' relationship {s present prédominéhtly for thoge clients who responded.negatiggly
. ' * ¢ e *

. . -
to 'their own contact with government agency. Clients who

Zijgested that mo&q
- .  effort than necessary' was éxpgnded were remarkabiy like th respondents who
Y
had no experience with an agency (x <. 4.24 vs. x = 4.28). Both of, these groups

\ ' . . -
" showed distributions on general ratings of considerate treatment which were’ |

e

radin

their.aéency repre
. nécessary (x = 3.6). ‘?hese'élients are negatively skewed in their distribution
o - A

of scores onv*general ratings of

.

\

®

\

B

"y

.

sentative showed no effort at all (X
=

slightly positively skewed. .They'contrast sharply with those clients Wwho said
. ~ . \ . .

o

r
= 2.8) or less effort than

[ et
'

~ .

- , TR

éﬁnsidgrate treatment. Table 7-tells a similar

story

,Vhlthough here those clients treated

very zggzklenflj_L§_=74.l) are somewhat

. 1 . _
moge_f?iely than individuals with no experience (x = 3.9) to report that govern-

) ment bureaucracies provide prompt service. However, as in the case of considerate. N
o B : : IR
) treatment, the clients who are dissatisfied with their treatment show a greater . .
‘/ 4 ' :.; ,"
) e e T .
- \‘l a~ , " -‘,
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generaljzation to ratings Qf government bureaucracy Jn general. (Clients who . '
. °®% rate theif own experience very ineff1c1ent have a mpan score 0f~2.8 on general . . ;
W\_ﬁéu\g V4 w,.,‘,w?_, . ‘g. P " ﬁﬁf
L] * . L4 {

ratipgs of promptness of serv1ce )

-~

The cxperiences of clients w1th government
W [N - . . . : s
A bureaucracy generalize to their attitudes toward bureaucracy in generaljif they.

M -
3 4 e -

Al ’ . .
have a negatiwe experience but not.,if they .have a positive experience, - .
R - -

N
B '\
‘

B

DISCUSSION

A

Individuals who use government service agencies are relatively satisfied
- r

N\

@

3

o o

Clients claim that in geperal they i g

with their encounters with those agencies.

-

are satisfied with‘the outcome, feel that the agency'representative expends the

2

o

-

. necessary effort to process their case, feel that.the agency is efficient and that : -

9they are treated fairly.

In sum, clfents of government bureaucracy are satis—,

fied with their ‘treatment in the reczipt of service: However, these samé¥ tlients

el -

- -

. .
who are gatisfied with own encounters may be negative in their evaluations of

government ~organizations in general. As long as clients have some garticular

. . ,
agen as a referent, the tend to re ort that agency in fairl ositive terms.
QY 2y P Y Y P ‘

/’ A

Government agencies in general, however, are perceived less positively. ;

. Auplausible-zknlapation which was advanced syggests~that the negative
’ . ” .-

. . . t. - s
" stereotypes.may not be attributed. to 'human service glients, but rather are made
=L )

.

by those persons who do.not contact government agencies, who only "Know" govern-

‘;gnt\bureaucracy indirectly through reports from the media or second-hand reports
L3

~
v, - oA - B [ PRI

By

R

He o

2 % - . S

of friends dnd rela

VES.

In any event individuals who have not received a

A

’ “ .
¥

-~ <
service from a government bureaucracy might be expected to be more negative in

.-

attitude than the client who has received a significant service such as unemploy—

-

ment compensation,'

welfare, or retirement benefits.

s

.

However plausible the expla-

. <o >

nation may seem, the data do not support it.* Non-clients arg at leaSt as positive

~
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‘ as clients ig their evaluation of characteristics of goVernment bure?ucracy

- . .
- .

An examination of the relationshlp betw!!n evaluation of laspects of

‘their own ehperl ice aﬂd evaluation of government officgs-in .general . showed .that

o~

o —~ o~

’ PN

the dissatisfied c11ents were the most respons1b1e for.-the negative evaluatiOn of

- . N -

8 .
all clients. - Satisfied clients‘may not attribute their satisfaction to the agency.

ot
I3

N

éeihaﬁs they‘feél that they were'responsiﬁie for successfully negotiating a. diffi-

\ S . ’
G cult encounter Perhaps they feel they deserve prompt, courteous ttention by an
T%\- .
- =
efficient representative. On the other hand drssatisfied*cfﬁents may be fore
- « ~e “"“f/ b Cev e
likely to ‘attribute their negative experiences directly to the agency. . Further-

A \
‘more, their perceptions of the service agency carry over to.their perceptions

i

of government offices in general. An interpretation of the above data which is °
consistent with attribufion theory suggests that successayitﬁﬁan.agency (high

levels of satisfaction) is attributed to characteristics of the ciient:(e. .

\ v G " . T .
Te resdﬁﬁ%efulness, persistafice) but failure with an agency (low levels of satip-

& a S

.

faction) is attributable to characteristics of the agency (e.g., slowness of

<
.

service, tnefficiency) ' (Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest, and Rosenbaum, {\
y ) Lo

1975):”¢Satisfied clients§ would not generalize from their experience to governr .
) - . .
- & ment agencies in general because tﬁey feel respONSible for their success. Dis~-

= - - .- £ !

"g' ~ s N = .,

satisfieitclients, on the other hand would generalize,from thedir experience to

-

gOVernmen agencies in general because they attrlbute their 1ack of success to ,

.
PR ~
—_— I ¥ . bt -~ .

.. 4

e \ ) )
' ’ N \ ?£ L e R R o \\

T e present findings are relevant to several,issues surrounding the

agency cha acteristics.
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of satisfaction! If 50 percent of the clients. of an agency are satisfied, should
L . ,r"‘" ; -
the agency feel proud or embafrassed’

The bureaucratic encounters studysreports

.
- s

relatively high levels of satisﬁéction — 68 percent of clients of 'seven differ-

N

nt service organizations réported thap they were either very or fairly well

”'0

satisfied w1th the way .their prob]em was. handled by the agency The preseﬁt
paper suggests, however, that 68 percent L\aves something to be desi

_ -

ed espec—
) e

ially in light:of. the fact that one unexpected consequehce of client dissatis—

L

°

faction is a lowered,evaluation of government agencies in general

1 .
i ‘ . *

3

i

.

’
‘e

4

. - ‘
g Another problem in the nse\of client satisfaction as an -assessment
: oo, v

of organizational functibning is determining what clients meant whem they report

»

high levels;of satisfaqtion. 'The present paper suggests that satisfaction has a

H - o ' N
% different meaning than dissatisfaction A satisfied client is one who says.that
’§ . "’ - ] *

gthings‘are 0. K., that nothing is noticeably absent.

A satisfied client ds
éroba

bly able, however, to suggest improvements in the service delivery system. P
3
£y N\ Ty
Ig sum, satisfaction is hardly synonomous with perfection. A dissatisfied
clie 3 {
3

‘ nt, on the other hafd, is one who has definite complaints ébout aspects of o
;‘ - \ ) ¢ * K4
if agency functioning. D1ssatis£action may thus be more important than satisfa(“ .
° 3 . . L} : -
. tiom. Perhaps i; is not unreasonable for an agency to strive fop a 100 percent
: 3

‘atn

¢

ar ¢
‘.'

‘ . T
, rate3of satisfaction from its clients, or given an imperfect world
3

. a‘90—95 per—,
Jéj - cent ’atisfactﬂ rat%» sk ’ z.' : e . -7 . -~
Lo ‘ ey N 4 - 4
e ts - Sl ¥ Discussingslimitafions of the.cﬁﬁcept of satisfact{bn,does not imply

be abandoned
H = . .
Subjecti e measures of organizational effectiveness are‘important either alone

,\a LS

p— B

“We Allelive in a '

In fact, one can“argue that if clients areasatisfied ‘what
J} # ,g,g ,L~~.,§_3\ vl K R . . ‘ ,v\ ) .
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more should be done? The usefulness and importance of satisfaction, and related

\ - . . . R

. ! . % R )
measyres should hot, however, obscure the problems with the concept. The sat- .

. .
> . 4 , 8 %

b . 4. : \ ) - -
_isfied client can still have fairly negative attitudes toward government bureau-

2
) S N~ ‘

cracy in geferal. More 1mportantly, the dlssatlsfled client is fairly certain ,

R . .

to be negative in his eNéIuat;on of public bureaucracy. ‘Dissatisfied clients

.
. .

may be in the minority, but they are important because their negativity in-

-~ - .

Ve
evitably carries over to their general evaluations of government bureaucrigcy.
. » . . . s . .

o « = .
The pfésent study did not,include data on activism, but it would becinteresting

. N s .,

, .

to. sFe whether the d1ssat1sf1ed c11ent@be;omes polltlcally act1ve in response ta -

1

. N L

.his negativity: More studies which look at both attitudinal and behav1oral "

. .

long—range consequences of c11ent satlsfactlon are needed In that w5§ more’

knowledge will be gained, about the subjective meanlng of satisfa¢tion and of

u, w*

N '

its ultimate utility as an indicator of organizational ef fectivenes’s in human

service agencies.
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Correlations among Aspects of the Evaluation of the Bureaucratic Encounter®
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7 . ' Tal:le 1 . ) . ¢ / .

“ e 0 4 B - o
- . Lo .
A. Perceived effort of officjial . - w72 .67 . Bl

B. g@iient 'satisfied with service | . -

t ) Yo . f .
-C. .g\'gg‘ncy is efficient , = T - fL67
» o ‘. ' - L . . > B L
,7.D. .Client trehted fairly . « . =
© ¢ M é. . .
> . . . . . . .

s  Pearson Drdduct,—gnoment correlation coefficients are reported."
All correlations are significant atp<-.,001. ’
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